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' . The Perceived Credibility and Persuasiveness K '
of a.Mes‘aage Source as Afrected by

Initial Credibility, Style of Language, and Sex of -Source .

-«

. Abatract

1

The experiment was designed to investigate the variables of- source

1

crecubility, language intensity, and gender of source as they affect a

3 ———

source's persuasiveness and ‘eredibility, Lo ' .
© . The study employed & 2%2X2 factorial design, The independefit varia- T

bles man&.pulated were source credibility, language intensity, and gender :

of source. Pretests wére used to establish high and low levels of ini- .

tial source credibility and language intehaity. The d'ependent variables .

were 'a'ource credibility and attitude ravora'tilepeaa toward the message L _ /,'_ :

. ) position. .
The results of the experiment indicated that a aource_l's- initial cre-
dibility was not affected by the source's gender or language u.sa'.ge.‘ The
" results a_.lsé 'reVea.led‘ll'I:hat the low credible sources we;'é Imore_ persuasife
" than: the high credible sources. I I s ':,'
Sﬂases;tiona .ror ruture research vere made based on the results of the’

M




[ R ' The Perceived Credibility and Persuasiveness o
-/ , of 2 Message Source &5 Affected by - ..
Initisl Credibility;.Style of Languf@e; and Sex of Source

' This study. wag designed to investigate’ four problem areds of

commi,beticn research, The first compmnication problem area re-

viewe?‘vas the induction of different lgvels of initial source cre-

- bl

diba.l»ity and the inadequaca.es of past research in deelms with this . : .
eree of coummicata.on research, The second problem .ares reviewed was

s the difficulty of operationally defining intense language and the

reesons for the coﬁflicting results of past studies in this ares.
The third erea of conxmmicetzon research litereture imrestigeted

wa.s the inconsa.stency of pa.st research to eccount for the effect thet ’

¥
d

;8 source's sex has on that- source '8 persuasiveness and credibihty.

/ Ancther inadequacy of WQOMcstion research reviewed was the

‘searcity of mlti-fector&stgdies uging gender of. source as one of

-

the independent varisbles, . ~ - f’} :

Many experiments have mvestiga.ted the fferfects of va.ryins le-
N "“"\
" vels'of source -credibility using the fixed ethos model Andersen AN

and Clevenger (1963, p. 60) define the fixed e&os model thusly,

In most studies the ethical element is treeted as rele-
tively fixed in value during the commnicétion act, and

" persuasion is construed as the linking of & proposition
witqwan approved source for.a positive effect or a dis- ’
proved source for a negetive one.

" A study by Haiman (1949) investigeted’ the effedts of varying degrees

. ‘ - . ] 1 ] \

" (high, mediwm, and low) of ini'tial source credibility on attitude
cheng'e using the*fixed ethos model, Haiman found that the-source he
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intuitivel believed to be of high credidility was significantly '

more persuasive than the sources he intuitively believed to be of‘

medivm or low credibility There were no 8ignificant dlfferenceeu

in the attitude change between the subjepte believing they had heard

a wedium 6r law credlble source. If Haiman had been ablé!to manipu- -

<
late the medium and low level credlblllty condltlons as successfqlly

as the high level credlbiliég}condltlons, it seems likely that there

- world have been signiflcant differences in.attitude change between

. 811 credibility manipulations in the predicted direction.}

Panlson (19 F) also used the fixed ethos madél in an experiment
very similar to%that of Haiman (1949). Paulson attributed the same
apeech to two different‘sourEes, a college ﬁrofeseor (high credible)

_and a student (low eredl'ble) Paulson intuitively believed that -

' these two sources would be viewed by his subjects as poeseselng dif-

ferent degrees of credibility There wae no sisnificant difference

in attitude change between either gsource condition for female sub-
Jjects, but there were eignificant changes in the predicted direction
for male subjects. . Paulson's findings contradict the resultd of
Haiman's (1949) study for female subjects.

ﬁ;rore recent atudy by .Greenberg and Miller. (1966) also used ‘

L

the fixed ethos model.' Ina eeriae of four studies, the experimenters

investigated differences in the persuasiveness of unknown, low, and

high credible sources., These researchers attempted to induce the

‘different leﬁels of credibility using their intuitions to construct

the drﬂﬁerent aource introductions. These researchers failed to

: indube\truly different levels of source eredibility as evidenced in

[ 1

*

the results of theiq atudy. éﬁ”?%i .
' . S A




The findings of an article by McCroskey and Dunham (1966) point
" to other possible reagons for the confounding effects of cfeﬁiSilitY
induectionsg in communication,research. In an experiment testing thé

effegt of iuﬂgmwn and neutral sources on & subject's perception of

%

eredibility, McCroskey and Dunham found that ‘unknown- gources were
_ rated higher on credibility thah neutral sources, The authors exe, .
plain the results by stating.thé% the subjects typically used in these

.

experiments are, for the most part, only suqucted to h;éh eredibility
sources and would be conditioned to. expect any souré;, even an unknown
" source, to have hiéh éredibilify, In & plea‘for.better'cohtrol over

- eredibility inductions, McCroskéy'and Dunham staté,_"gthbs levels need
to be clearly specified i we are to genéralize from one experiment to
another." A replication of this study conducted by Holtzman (1966)‘
reported similar findings. iq_summarizing the results of botp studies
Holtzman stated, "It se;gs clear that-to'enhandb the propability 6f
“the contributiéh to a unified theory of'persuasion all“experimentai'
designs should account for ethos effecta.” '.

In & number of more recent studies (Baudhuin, 1971; Mehrley and
McCrosgkey, 1970; Schweitzer, 1971; and Whitehead, 19715 the degree of
source credibility was m&népulated as an independent vafiable:‘ Each
of the above men;ioﬁed gtudies differentiasted betweqn high and low
eredible sources on the basis ofiexperimenter in } n. Only one
study (Baﬁhhuin, 1971), as in the pr;sent study, measured degree of
credibility as an independent variable and messured it as a depenqgnt

varisble. R < . N
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oL Many of\Ethe studies reviewed (Baudhuin, 1971; King, 1966; MeCros- -
.t key, 1966; Mehrley and McCroskey; 1970; Ware and Tucker, 1975; and

——

. _ﬂheeless, 1974) checked the seurce credibilit} inductions intuitively

defermined by the experiﬁenters with pogttests, 4 posttest measure
. of credibziity can only tell the researcher how a source's credibility .-
- ig perceived &fter the experimental treatments have takenﬁxlace. A

plefhora ‘of studies (Gilkinson, Paulson, and Sikklﬁk, 1954 Hovland

and Mandell, 1952; Kraus, 1960; and Sikkink, 1956) can be cited to ) 1

show tﬁat the treatment condition itself can affect a.source'a'credi-

"

bility. It follows that posttests of credlbility are of little or no
value in determlnzns the suceess of initial credibillty inductions. .
Bettinghaus states (1968, p. 133), "One of the problems facing

the persuasive pommmicator is the extent to which he -ought to use

" words that may elicit highly affective Yesponses from hie audience,”

. ’ 1 . - —_—
] . , N ot

By reviewing the literature pertaining to languige intensity, one is

hard put} to find a conclugive answer to Bettinghéue"statement. A

study by, Bowers (1963) found low intensity language to be more effec-

tive 'in perauading subjects than hzgh intensity language. In seeming

r—————

*

contradiction to Bowera' atudy are the resulta of a recent study by
" Emftert (1971: p. '20) indicating that, . . .
high intensity language in oommunicatzon ecan be more effec-
tive than low intensity language under conditions in which

‘the recipients of the message are ndt in disagréement with o p
the pogition presented in the message.® ., . ‘ X -

. Bmiert, uniike Bowera, used a preteet to deterﬁine the intensgity
of the language to be used in his final experimental ‘megsages, The
important difference between the two studies wag that Bowers intul-

. .. tively decided what gonstituted-inmtense language and Emmert allowed




his subjects to c:ler:.‘r_c:leq Cl.eariy.;‘;gthis metho? .is more objective than -
experimenter intuition. The problem with using .:i.ntuitive,hjudsments to
determine language intensity is the potentsal For experiitenter bias.

The Bowers (%‘963) end, Bmert (1974) studies only measured the
effect of igtenee language on e.tti-tude ehenge. QOther exgerimwts-
_(Bav-.tdhuin,. 1971; Bowers and Osléem, 19663 and Reineeh, 1971) have ‘
investigated the effect of intenee ff.angua_ge on sour-ee eredibilits;,’ ag
well as & source's 'pera}xasiveness. The results Qf' these studies have
- been inconsistent, ’ ) "- ‘- . : ,

An experiment by Baudhuin (2971) used obscene langua:ge for-an - |
intense language condition and found obscene language to bé &8 t!lepressor
of attitude eha'nge.. The study’ elsd revealed that cbscene ienséage had
8 negat.i;ve effeet upon-spurce ered:;.bility. (When com;:ar:i.ng obspeqe.le-n-
guage to inteh‘ée‘language it is importe.nt to note that obscene language
may represent a different type— of' intense language than iz_; ,qorn-lally
used in langua‘ge intensity experiments, °“This bei;1§ ‘the ea\fs'e., a_lteme.te'
explanetions' may be devised for the results of s‘tudie"a tha.t use obscene
language as opposed to some altemate form of intenee 1enguage. ‘l s }
‘ 'I'hroughout 'this study, whg obscene language is equated with other forms
of intense language, the resder is advised to be aware of the poeeibil'.f.ity
. of an alternate explanation.) B

‘McEwen. and Greenberg (1970) reporting dissimilar results found .
highly intense messages “to be Judged as clearer and the souree 838 more
dynamic than low intensifcy messages. If one equates intense;language
. 'to rénetaphorieal, languege (as Bettinghaus, 1968, p. 133 did) & recent

study by Reinsch (1971) offers partisl support for the study by McEwen

r




" were inconsistent. Emmert (197h)‘found intense iangu’age to be more

persuasive and Baudhuin tlQ’{l} found obscene lan'éuage to be less per-°

and Greenberg (19705. Reinsch found metaphorical language as opposed o g
t R - .

- to non-metephoriéal language in persuasive discourse was significantly

more effective in changing attitudes, Reinsch fou;1d no support for '

his contention tﬁat the use of metaphorical langusge increases a seur'ce's
credib%lity. A problem with the Reinsch study was the fact that :l:he g

metaphors .ueed in the persua;ive messages v;e;'e ?:onst?:-ucted using li:'.'s_ _ . f-
intuitions sbout what' constituted ‘intense langueage. .A study by Bdwere' -, . S
and Osboxn (1966) al\so tested the effect of meta'ﬁheric.al laz'i;xzase in -

persda.si{re niessages, Bowers and Osborm's findings were inconclusiwqe

,‘-

in detegmining the persussive effects of metaphorical language. The
z"esultstﬂtheir study indicated an interaction between source, meesage o
topic, end type of metaphor., This three way in’caraction greatly .
limited the generalizability- of thelr f:.ndinss; v As in the Reinsch
study, Bowers am} Osborn placed heavy’ reliance on the;.r mtu:.tion about _ : ‘
what constituted intense language. Ugon examimng the different mes- _
eages used by Bower and Osborn (two metaphorical, two literal) one
might v:l.ew each m:;sage as cont&zning intense language. I-Ioat of the
studles (Bowers, 1963; Bopwers and Osborn, 1966 mnawen ‘and Greenberg, ' .
1970; and Reinsch, 1973.) ~revieved’ dJ.d not pretest language ‘intensity

to confirm the experimenters‘ intuitions. ' .

L

.4& - 5

If an experimenter dete:r'minee, lapguage intensity using his own
judgment, a pretest should be used to confirm his intuition, “

Two studies' (Baudht:{in, 1971; and Eh;n_lert, 1974) did pretlest**their

language intensity %;;quctions,_ but‘ the results of the two experiments

suasive,
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Because of the social norms and roles placegd uﬁon members of the
oppogite sexes, this study included gender of source as an independent

variable to £i11 the void left by mahy of the other studies reviewed

(Mebrley and MeCroskey, 1970; Schweitzer, 1971; and Whitehead, 1971).

In no instance in the literature reviewed did any one experiment .

- ‘
inelude source credibility,eintense language, and gender of source as

zlndependent-varlables and source credibility and attitude change as

o

dependent variables. . - \
A study by Go;pbené (1968) found that female subjecfg‘rated the
professionél'work of.men higher than the ident%calxﬁork of‘wnmen: ,
The difficulty with this study was that only female subjects were
used. We do rot know if simllar results would hava occured with '
hale subjects, Goldberg (1968) in his stﬁdy of the stereotypic eval-
vation of p&ofeesionals‘may have been in reality measgrlng source
eredibility. - This being the case, tne,findings of Goldbbrg’s stud&
would seem to lend. support to a more recent study bw Wheeless (1971)

ﬂheeless fpund male speakers to bé moyre persdasive than female
5

" speakers in an individual test condit:on. An earlx study by Knower

(1935) found female speakers in’an individual test condition to be:
more_persuasive than male speakeré. The contraQicto;y results.of

these two studies in addition to- the results of a study by Catheart

)

(1955) indicating that sex was.not significantly related to persua-

8ibility revealed & need for mire definitive reseaich on the sex

variable in persuasive communi cation. .
< ' ’

Justificat;on for the §tudyo

Reviewing the literature on source credibility revealed several

-

» . : v

10
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inadequacies. Past researchers stpdy&ng source eredibility ﬁave"

’neglected Eo use'pretésts éo insure that they had estaﬁlished'truly . -
T TTgifrerent Ie\ie_&q;o'fwii_ﬁfiii"éo‘li'r"?:'é"dfpédibﬁi“ty';:' The conflicting re- \ —
sults of the source dredibility reseﬁrph reviewed may be attributable
to the use of experimen'cir_inﬁ;i;iqn to determine diffez;ent levels of -
éredibility. Instead of ﬁsing experimepter intuition in establishing . .
different levels of initial source eredibility, a more objective me-

thod would have been to ask a group .of stbjects (similar to those to

be tested) what they deemed to represent different levelg of source

eredibility, In an attempt to ovechme.the weaknesses bf st re-

gearch to control the cfedibilify variable, the present studf used R
a pretest to establish initial levels of source ecredibility a
posttest to determine te;mﬁnal source credibility§§-Thi§ stqu al
uged sub&egts to generate initial levels of source predibili£k'in
order to avoid the possibility of exper}menter bias when ﬁsing exXper-
imenter intuition to determine initial levelé of source credibility. '

There have been many inconsistencies.in.the ;esults of the past-‘

researﬁh reviewed examiniﬁg the language intensity variable. The usge

| of experimenter intuition without a pretest to determine different ' |
levels of langéage intensity may have been the cause of these incon- |
siéteqpies. The resulté of those studies (Bau@huin; 1971;'and Emhert,"
1974) that gid pretest for language intensity were,@nﬁonsistent. It
wag these inconsistencies and methodologieal wyeaknesses that prompted . .
the pregent study to attempt a further exﬁioration of the laﬁguage
intensity variable. By copirolling'for experimenter bias in the

selection of language and by using a multi-factored approach to the .

* i

11




‘problem, the pregent study’ attempted to shed fhew light on the language -

ensity vagiable.' . : ) . . T .

'I'he past atudiea imreatisatins the gender varisble have c one _a-;- & \

failmg in.comuon, They were not multi-factored. In any cqgmglicgtion

- 1Y
situation webe gender of ‘source ig studied, other cogmrdnication varia~

‘ bles are Zlikely to be presast and to affect the ’resql'_bs. If the pre-
A ious studies reviewed had t#ken into account source eredibility as a
. potential confounding variable, they might have included it as an -

. independent and dependent variable as was done in this study,
* >

’ . . . . . &
The present study asked-the following research question, ' -
How will a receiver's attitudes and perceptions of a source's
credibility be affected by a source's initzalxcredibxllt’jr, .
use of language, and gender of "source?
-~ . P -
* - R -
i
¢
- ) I . '
) —_ - ’ .o -
: P ? . .
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ot _ . » : o 3
" This experiment employed a 2¥2X2 factorial design‘ Three inde- S ., =
pendent variabllss were%m&nipulated: :.nrtial source cred:.bility, D _,
gender of source; and language intensity. Two levels (high and low) - r ’ ",-':. -:
.of credibility and 1anguage intensity \gere mnipui&;ed. The effect _ k ,
of these thrge (:.ndq;ﬁ_e’p:‘ndent variables on‘cﬂM:Lb:.l:lty and attitude. po- / '_ d

sition ‘Was. mea.m&d uging a pcattest Tor both dependent variables. L Tt

Thsre were elght eqcperimental conditior'i’s. Lo

L4

ub t . ' . | R : -
Two hundred and five subJects were used,in tife study, approxi- ‘ :
mately half the subJects were male and half female. “The subJects were

dram mndomly from two Califomia colleges, a Calzfomia public ) R ‘

1ibra.ry, and the Umversity og Wyoming, The ages of the ,subJec‘.:s ' o ,l _;;

sampled were 15 years {to 6l years. The median age was 32 years, 2 R

f, ! v

Procedures / : . ' ’ | .' B
. ;‘- .~ - i .
. ) Beca.use of the’ confounéli;i effects of pre. and posttesting the T wd )
R exper:.mental group, an eqv./xiva ent group was \used to generate and test ""

the independent veriables of’ source credib:.lity and, language intensity,

A . Forty-four sub,jects (approximately ‘half male and half female) were

,; ) 2 ’ u8ed in éie pretesting procedure. ‘I\-:enty of the forty-four ,eubJects
were -used 'bo generate intense words and high and J.ow credible sources. v

The sub.ject_s,were also instructed to 1ist the sources' occupations,
= The words and sources were then usged to 'construc'b a five page ques-

L}

G tionna:lre consisting of fourteen sources (eight male a.nd gix female)

w:lth one sentence intro?uctions listing ea.ch source s occupe,tion.

Ve, TR, : ‘ . , A




‘The remainder of the queationnaire conslsted of thirtyﬁuords generated £

- *

— . from thé subJects.. The Berlo, Lammert, and Mertz’ (1969, p. 574) ere- . L
| @ibility sating: scales followed each source's infroduction, A five - 3
pOint interval scale wns used ’Each word was followed by a geyen

point intensity scale. The remaining 2& subdects were then adminis-

s . [

.2 tered the handouts, ) SR : - . - .

Two messages, one intense}oone not intense, were constructed from

i, . . _ .

v the pretests for word iﬁtensity. Fach messaga was constructed from ..
seven general arguments for "Capltal Punishment”, . The:intense'message

contained the intense words genefated from the pretests, The non- .

[

intense message was exactly the same as the ifitense message but d1d ‘
e - {
not include the intense_words. The messages were preceded by the ; \

- Ll ‘ . .
‘source introductions (tyn male, two female) derived from the pretests,

A four pase handout was constructed combinins the messases, source oo Foren

-

introductions (wh;ch included 2 male or female name), crpdzbility,
{“1

" and attltude,scales. _ iy ‘ . s
3% \ R /
3 . o

; There were eight different four page(@gmphlets which%constituted

- the eight treatment condztions. The oamphlets werzradministered in

- random ordér to 161 subJects. A1 subgects were debriefed .
| R A , .
Operationallzatlon of Dependent Variables Yo

), :

Initial and posttreztment source eredibility vere defined in .
terms of the Berlo, et al (1969) ‘ecredibility scales. The scales .
iy 3 .
v represented three dimensions of source credibllity; safety, qualifi- = -

* o i 'P -0-’4’ o
cation, and dynamisn. ‘ 2 .

Attitude was' operstionally defined ss the difference between _

treatment groups as measured by a modified Likert scale. -The' two

14

-l
2




modifications included were suggested by Bmmert (1970; 1971). First,

. - subjects were used to generate attitudinal statements for and against

Lo

¢ the topic‘area "Capital Punishment", Second, the statements were

subjected to factor analysis. ' s

Factor analysis ¢f the modified Likert revealed three attitu-

“dinal dimensions; 1) social, 2) evaluative,‘sh& 3) caution, The

’ statements are then submmtted to his subjects and their responses are

R LI .

subjected to item analysis, g '

Iy




- R ' Resdlts w s S

- \ ¢ T ‘ ‘ LT ' ‘

A three-way analysis of variance of the pcsttest results was A R ,

perfomed on the two dependent va.riables tc identify any main inter- ’ ‘.'. L

'acticn effects cn the independent ve.riables’. A, thyee-way ANQVA pro- o

gram was used fcr this procedure. 'fIhen interaction effe,cts’were o - ‘. i

, ~ witnessed, the Duncan’s Multiple Range (see Bnmm.ng and Kintz, 3.968, i :

De 13.5-117) post hoe test was used to isclate the s:.gnificant differ- . -
ences among the :md:w:.dual or collapsed cell means. A significance ' N

level of’ .05 was used for all statistical tests, _ - ‘ ‘

"I'he'r;e were no significant main or interaction effects for the

safety dJ.mensicn of credibility (see Table I).’ - . '. o . |

- The}analysis of variance:-i'cr the qualificaticn dfmensicn of . .

B kS

credibii ty revealed a significant main efi‘ect for credibila.ty (pr = o,
13.3}#,; ' 05, gee Table II) Initially high credible sources,

-

regardless of gender or language usage, weré perceived as being more

qv.aliﬂied than initially low credible sources; ‘after the persua.sive )

s f , . 7
message. o K& : N e
. - Ty,
There; were n significant main or interaction ef_fects for the‘

L)

r dynamism dimension of credibility (see Tab;l.e I11). IR

e 1

! The smlysis of variance on the sccial dimension cf attitude

i..

revealed a sisnificant main effect for credibility (F =4, 1&13, ?

P < 05, see Table IV) The social dimension of attitude scores

frori; .sub.ject_s' responding to, low credible ,scl_.z_rces (regardless of gen-'
der of soutce grflahguage used) -were ‘more favc'ra_ble toward the 8x= - ’.
. perimentai-"tcpic than those subjects responding to the high credible -

* sources, Further,. the.social dimenticn revealed & significant (F =




= o . ) wn

' I; 281, p < .05) three-wa.y mtera.ction (5ender x credib:.li’ty x lan~
© guage). ' Post hoc tests (Dmca.n’a Multiplé Range) regealed that sube
:;ects responded in a significantly (m = 1.201{- o= .1. 038, p <_.05)

' more favorable manner to 2 low credible male;. sourece uaing non-intenae
e

~

. tenae or non-intense language (aee Table V) -

The results of the three-wdy analysis of variance for the evalua-
tive dimension of the dependent measure of a'ggit?::dg are reported in
Table'V_I. The én‘e._lysis‘of vaﬁance revealed a sigmlfic;ant (F = 4,952,

P £ .05) gender of source by language dsage interaction. The signi~ . e
* ficsnt interact{i‘indicated the need for post hoé tests to isolate - . -
e .the aimifiizant 4reatment conditions, :I'he Buncan'sh:.ltiple Range s

tests did not reveal aianiflcant d:.fferences a.mon& any of the treat- -

ment ¢ondlt10ns,, i 2

o l

*

‘I'here were no sigmficant main or interactio? ;effecta for the

. b o
oaution d:r.mens:.on of attré’ﬁde (see Table VII) o

.
= » f

GRS -hﬁ

s T . t
B . .

1

Lot

'language than they did toward a high credible male source using in- - . . e
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o ' . Discussion Lo

h,’;-,c In the ares of terminal credibility the results indicated that on "

S

the qualification dimeneion of source credfbiiity'there were no dif-
ferentes in the perceived credibility of the sources between 'the pre- -
-test and the posttest. Baudhmuin (1971) found that although obscene

language tended to lowér a sourge's credibility, the overall ratinga et f?

i

indicated that a high credible source was more au oritative (or - . ' *

\ \ . . ]
" and obscene langhage} and 4 endent” \/ ab Les (scurce credibility and

L L
attitude), The

of the Bsudhuin (1971) study
coxif— dence in the reaulta éf

induce different levela of initial eource credibility (high and lcw)

»

P ané found that ,theae gources, fuere rated in the predicted manner on z

X ) -
. poattreatﬁ:ent measure of source credibil:-.ty. The same procedure EAr

h

,(experimenter intuition) and resulta were eva.denced in & study by Ware

and 'I‘ucker (197#)« ‘m*.findings of these two atudiea lend mrther

suppqrt to the resulta of thia atudy concerning the aource credibility '

t
L

vmable. . ,
Using COgnitive Disaonanqe Theory (Featinger, 1957) there are

“three possible explanatiqns for the findings of f:his study on the source

. _‘oredibility variable. F‘irst, it ia poasible that ‘the poaition a source

” j
takes on an isaue haa no. effect on that source's credibility. chond,.

A
i




o the subjects may have eroéeted‘the messeée without derosatingfthe
gource, Tﬁird;‘the’subjects may Have refused to cornett the mesgage
with the source, T | o S
’ &he reslts of the present experiment’re;ealed low credible gources
to be more persuasive then high credible sources. These reaults contra-
diet the findings of the maJority of past studies rev1eweq measurins the
persuagive effects 'of different levels of source credibzlity.- It is
poggible that the subjects in the present experiment were persuaded mors
by the low credible sources than the hiéh credible sources as a}direct \

conseduent of the message topic advocated, The subjects tested may have

] . ] .
been very anti-Capital Punishment., This being the case, a strong arigu-
tam oF LA
- ment for Capital 'Punishment from a highly credible source mey have :I.m-;’ g
’ poged a significant threat to their attitude position, On the other s

§

hand, al credible source may have posed less of a threat to their

- attitude po ition. If these conditions 1nn.'ere present, then it seems \

ikely that lthe sub,jects would have responded more fevorably to the less

threatening itue.tion. Dissonance Theory states that the greater the P
prassure beydnd the minimum needed to change a person's attitude, the ‘ '
. “lesd his attitude will move in the desired dzrection. The low credible ,

. \
source condition may have represented the mininnnn point beyond which

the subjects would have regponded less favorably towp.rd any further at-

Atemptg at pershasion, . . o .‘;, ? - ‘

v In- the aria of intenee '.I.anguage the results q.’ud n&&indicate that E

e"in a persuasive message will elicit m%rre favorable o v

o

intenqe langua
v o attitudes toward the message position than the uge of non-intenge lan-

A 'guage. The c‘ﬁverse was reported. ‘I'he reeults on thet social dinmnsion
- of attitude ‘measurement revealed a three-way interaction. 'I'he low cre- -°

.-dible male 'source using non-intense language condition elicited the




T
-

Voot

most favorable responaee from the subjects toward'the‘message position.

S L
This finding contradicted the results of the quert (197&) and Reinsch

(1971) studies, Both of theae studies were inveatigating one factor ; L
(lanéuage uaage) McCrcakey and’ Dunham (1966), and Hbltzman {1966) .
argue that it nay be impossible to exclude credibility from any com- )
munication experiment, It is possible that the rdsults of both the . , )

LY

Enmert'(l97h) and Reinsch (1971) studies were influenced by the cre-
dibility varia:blel This study, like the Baudhuin (1971) study, used
"very similar resesrch designs which inecluded the potentially confound-

ing variable of credibility: Baudhuin (1971) reported very similar

results to this study on the effect of the language variable. He

found obscene language to be a depressor of attitude change. Under
given conditions, low intenszty?language was more persuesive tnaﬁ
h%gr 1ntensity language. ‘ o
The' inveatigation of gender of sonrce revealed no eignificant
" effects on the depengent variables. Baudhuin (l97l) found that the
gender oflthe sources did nof arfect théir credibilitr'or‘pereuasive-
| D%?S' Two studies (Gcldberg¢ l968 and Wheeless, l97l) manipulating
é%nder of source as an independent variable have reported contradic-
;tory reaults with regard to the credibility or persuasiveness of male
and female sources, These two studiee hagd in cormon the fact that o S \1
they were manipulating one variable (gender of accrce). They did not‘” -
'*attempt téﬂbontrol the variable of credibility_bz.preteating. This
' jfactor may,have affected the results, It is possible %hat in the
Gcldberg (l968) study male sources were initially higher in credi-; N
bility than the fema & sources. This atudy attempted to alleviate the - fj::;.'éi‘

A ) problem by-gretestiné to establish sources of both genders with equal

- | s ' //*[
._20, ' | /




-~ .-

initial cnedlbility. Fhe Wheeless (3.971) study found that male speak~
ers were more credible t.han fémale speakers, Wheeless did not control
—~ for the initial credibilitv 3.evela of his sources by preteating. It
- ' is. poeaible that the ma/le sources were :.nitially higher in credibility -

"»(

-

" than the female eources. ] - . .
¢ ‘I&tia study and the Baudhuin (1973.) study used very' aim:l.lar exper-
) imental designs ahd reported the same resulta for the gender variable.

The conaistency’of /th\e\results on the gender variable betNeen 'the two -

¥
atud:u.ea makes a atkng argu.ment for accepting tbe concluslons of this 3

study yith regard to the- gender variable, — — T

A tentat:n.ve conclueion may be dram from thia study with regard

>

T

S t9 the gender variable. If male and female sourcea have the same i e ’

injtial credibility, -then gender of source -does not affect that aource 8

&,
§ e s

_ J terminal credibility or persuasiveness. = .

e . ‘ . .
. S v - . . A ..

Sugmtions for Future Research ___

LI

/. v The results of the present atudy raise several questions with
.7 pegard to the fmdinga of past studJ.es. ‘I'he comonly held belief that

- / . . & source with high credibility is more persuasive than a_ a_ource with

low credibility was not supported. - This finding points to the situa- '

tional property of source cred:.bility. ‘I'he most - effective‘”level of

+

[~ . i sgurce cred:.bility ina persuasive aituatmn ‘might be determined by a
ﬁ ' combination of situational faetors (such as Ianguage usage a;nd gender :
- of aource) Further research in the field of credibil_ity e_hould be o 5
' v conducted to make this detexmination. . L :_
' } -, The findings of past studies dealin‘“‘ﬁ':."th intense language Were

e qontradicted by the present study. 'I‘hie~diecrepar;gy_ poir!ta to the
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need for more mat;-fac_toregg regearch uging. language inten'aity ag gn Lo
in‘dépendent var:i.able. L _ IR

i

- ..

T Finally, the present experimmt contradict-ed past studies that.

found male or fema.le sources to be more credible or pers ) These , o "

. findings indicate the need for more multi-factored research 4neluding Co -
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ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE POR SAFETY

" - Source

e = o A

. Sex ()
Credibility (B)
Lenguage (C)
AXB :
AxXcC
BXC

AXBXC

1. i.781 g .'~1°781, 5,261

RO LN ’ (,,783‘.
199
g2 72h. 1,365
1670 351

i
100 bl kb
.

7 .205 .198

Ak 269

- N.S.D. .

i‘N’QS.Q‘D_Q_, . :

N. sj‘:_D-O.

N.S.D.

"N.8.D¢

Error °_ S0 . a.
R
L
] g
Aoritieal F1, 116 < ,95 392
%ig. =p < .05 and N’:s n. = No Significani: Difference
] ' __{ . .
l‘.‘I : & - . I
s BN
4 w “' [} -t 26 . ] -:' ,&"

N
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o 7 TABLE 1T
- ANALYSIS 'OF VARIANCE FOR QUALIFTCATION .

Sex (4)
Credibility. (B)
Ianguaée' (c)
AXB
‘AXC
BXC

AXBXC -

0142

© 30,3240

‘,aw

‘ +3020
2750 .

’.0190

-

-
= I = = T S R v

-+

N.8.D, -

Sig. |

N.S8.D.

N.8.D.

N.S.D. .

.N.StDi

N.s.Dt

Error .16 , 89.0780  .768¢ - -

. - BF..% . : i :

- 2 ' oo T - ~ .

© A o T

Critical F1, 116 < .05 = 3.92 C . o

B sig. = p < .05 and N.8.D, = No Significant Différence
o
o A el -
’.‘ g , 3

[

-
* e
- .
- E ‘%
.z %
-y )
L% :
.
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TARLE 11T @ >

L

,
A e e
21ed

-
o it

" ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR DYNAMISM N

L]
.ot
—

&
"
vh‘l
§

Source Todf 8s

+
'
L ity 5 Ypaegs 438
piate

. Sex (4) 1 .83 863  1.86 . N.aD. . - . ' .14
¢ 4 -‘ ) . :
0299 1299 .6""8 Nn’SoDa — ' . -r

1.607  1.607  3.624 - .N.8.D. SR

© . Credibility (B)

1
Language (C) 1
AXB 1 %8 .98 .860 .  N.8.D,
1
1

ot

AXC 000 T L000 .000 N.S.D..

0069 ' 0069 | .151 Y N.S oDa

-

v

BXC o

AXBXCC " " 605 005 011, N.8.D. :

»

. I
TN R A

. Error - m6. saéfo- L Mes . e - .t

-

Vg

b R e T L P

o Aeriuen 1, 116 < .05 = 3.9 , ., -

R B s1g. = p: € .05 and N.S.D. = No Significant Difference
_ : , o
n‘ s .

. « ' ) i

= m ¢

PN . | |

- I - .| “_

I. ' ’ o
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. TARLE IV |
ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE'FOR THE SGCIAL DIMENSION OF ATTITUDE

S . .. ‘ . S ‘ ' o o . - :
N ‘Source” ¢ -af 58 - MS' F" P . ' Z@

-

Sex () = . 1 1,907  1.907 1,205 N.8.D.

6.986 6.986 4,413 Sig.

ol

Credibility.(B)

A

Language (C) 3,048 3,048 1,925 N.s.D,

AXB

e R

. 10526 10526 .’ 0961!'_ " NeS.De -

ol

_AXC .021 021 0,013 ¢ N.S.D.

‘\.028 " B .NoSoDo

BXC. 1 Lok Lok -
AXBXC - 1 677 - 6477 ka8l . sig

Bevor . - 16 183.68 1583 - -

. 1
" - - '

v . ! £

Aeritical P2, 006 < w052 392 . ¥ e

~. . Pgig, = p < .05 and N.S.D. = No Significant Difference
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Sex (&) !

BYXC .- RVARE

. = — = ~. el it S e Y s il
| \ . T
*, DUNCAN'S MULTIPLE RANGE TESTS o

- u < . ... T Critical
Source n % U M el

p < .05

Cell 112 - Cell 122 5.060 3.865 17316 1,208
. * . ' C =L )
Cell 111 - Cell 122 4,903 3.865 14 16 | 1.0

)

' soDo ’ . 7.

3.D. e

-t

\ N .
Note S.D, .= Significant Difference at p < .05
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TABLE VI - = =,

&

ANALYSIS QP VARLANCE FOR mgfmmm DIMENSION OF ATTITUDE -

s

T e

_.'v -
N z
[
e
)
> ¢ —:,'
. N
s %

)

Source . af -33

166
Creaibility (B) . 1 297
i
2623
*1}159 v 413,159 - Tik,g52
1855 }.85'; 65
T, 3.8%  3.8%
%8267 2651 . a

Language (C) ‘ 1
AXB .. 1 2.62%

AXC I T

AxBxc . | 1

Error

-

0'125\
0988 ’

e

1,444

: N:S oDo
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N'o SOD '

JE

.
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE. CAUTION DIMENSION OF ATTITUIE ST

S | +
Source e s’ - .ms R P . )i
A oL : 3

sex (4) 17 3399 . 3499 2478 NS,
‘Credibility (B) S| 012« L012 . ,010 N.S.D.
> Langusge (C) o . 600 . .600 W6k - NS.D,
Axs - . 01 1,428 -~ 1,428 1,100 N.8.D. RS A
1 062'7 ’ 0627 ."85 1N.S.D. . ; e
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' S ‘ . : & . S
1 073 073 054 . N.S.D,

AXc *
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